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Abstract 

The Body Claim states that a transcendental condition of self-consciousness is that 

one experience oneself as embodied. The contention of this thesis is that popular 

arguments in support of the Body Claim are unconvincing. Understanding the Body 

Claim requires us to have a clear understanding of both self-consciousness and 

embodied experience. In the first chapter I lay out two different conceptions of self- 

consciousness, arguing that the proponent of the Body Claim should think of self- 

consciousness as first-person thought. I point out that since arguments for the Body 

Claim tend to proceed by stating putative transcendental conditions on self-reference, 

the proponent of the Body Claim must maintain that there is a conceptual connection 

between self-consciousness and self-reference. In the second chapter I argue against 

views, originating from Wittgenstein and Anscombe, which reject this connection 

between self-consciousness and self-reference. In chapter three I show that a well 

known principle governing the ascription of content, that which Evans calls `Russell's 

Principle', occupies an ambiguous position with regards to the Body Claim. I argue 

that Russell's Principle should be rejected. Chapter four distinguishes between two 

conceptions of embodied experience: bodily-awareness and bodily self-awareness. I 

argue that there is no such thing as bodily self-awareness and so it cannot be a 

transcendental condition of self-consciousness. Chapter five looks at, and finds 

wanting, arguments for the Body Claim that can be found in the work of Strawson. 

Chapter six argues that it is a transcendental condition of self-consciousness that one 

enjoy spatial experience. Chapters seven and eight assess two influential arguments 

that attempt to complete a defence of the Body Claim: the solidity argument and the 

action argument. I argue that neither argument is convincing. Although the 

conclusions are primarily negative, much is learned along the way about the nature of 

both self-consciousness and embodied experience. 
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0. Introduction 

Mature human beings are self-conscious. This is beyond doubt. Our ability to think of 

ourselves as ourselves is, say some, what separates us from mere beasts. But if self- 

consciousness is an aspect of our experience which sets us apart from other animals, 

embodied experience is one which brings us together. Both human beings and other 

animals experience themselves as embodied. Human beings have bodies and we 

experience ourselves as such. 
Embodied experience is to be distinguished from embodiment. In saying that 

human beings are embodied, I am saying that human beings have bodies. This is a 

claim about the way the world is. In saying that human beings have embodied 

experience, I am saying that human beings experience themselves as embodied. This 

is claim about the way the world appears to us. To see the distinction, consider the 

brain-in-a-vat fantasy, in which a subject enjoys embodied experience without being 

embodied. Conversely, assuming that they lack experience, slugs are embodied 

without enjoying embodied experience. 

What is the relationship between self-consciousness and embodied 

experience? An appealing answer to this question is that embodied experience is a 

transcendental condition of self-consciousness. That is, a self-conscious subject must 

enjoy embodied experience. Or, in other words, it is not possible that a self-conscious 

subject fail to enjoy embodied experience. I shall refer to this claim as the Body 

Claim. To repeat, the Body Claim does not state that a self-conscious subject must be 

embodied, but rather than a self-conscious subject must experience itself as embodied. 

This thesis is a critical examination of the Body Claim. I assess arguments that 

have been put forward in support of that claim. But my aim is limited. I look at only 

those arguments which proceed via the notion of self-reference. That is, it is claimed 

by some that self-reference is a transcendental condition of self-consciousness, and 

that embodied experience is a transcendental condition of self-reference. I claim that 

the various arguments of this form that have been put forward all fail. Whilst it is true 

that self-consciousness necessarily involves self-reference, it has not been shown that 

embodied experience is a transcendental condition of self-reference. Therefore, the 

Body Claim has not been established. 
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I do not claim that the Body Claim is false. My position with regards to the 

Body Claim is agnostic. Neither do I claim that there are no successful arguments that 

proceed in a more direct fashion, bypassing the notion of self-reference (although I 

have yet to see one). It may seem that the scope of the thesis is, as a result, overly 

narrow. I hope that this is not the case. First, the arguments that I will be discussing 

have been enormously influential and are by far the most popular ways of defending 

the Body Claim. Second, the arguments are broad, in the sense that they range 

through a great many topics within the philosophy of mind and language. 

The Body Claim is a transcendental claim. Transcendental claims are naturally 

characterised as claims to the effect that x is a necessary condition of y, where y is a 

feature of our experience that is beyond sceptical doubt. The Body Claim fits the bill 

nicely: self-consciousness is a feature of our experience the existence of which is 

beyond sceptical doubt, and embodied experience is claimed to be a necessary 

condition of it. But as natural as this characterisation is, there are reasons to think that 

it should be amended. The Body Claim denies the possibility of a self-conscious 

subject without embodied experience. But the methodology employed in traditional 

arguments for the Body Claim involve conceivability. It is argued that it is not 

conceivable that a self-conscious subject lack embodied experience. The legitimacy of 

this clearly relies on the existence of a strong link between conceivability and 

possibility. Specifically, it relies on the principle which states that that which is not 

conceivable is not possible. And this principle is highly controversial'. We do not 

want the Body Claim, and transcendental claims in general, to be hostage to the 

fortunes of this principle. 

A better way to characterise transcendental claims is explicitly as claims of 

conceivability. Transcendental claims should not be thought of as of the form `x is a 

necessary condition of y', but rather as of the form `y without x is inconceivable'. 

Discovering that x and y are linked in this way is still philosophically interesting, for it 

tells us something maybe not about modal reality, but about the relations between our 

concepts; about our conceptual scheme. This is, I suggest, in line with the way in 

which proponents of transcendental claims have often seen their own activity. 

Particularly so since Kripke, 1980. These issues are discussed in fascinating detail in Gendler and 
Hawthorne, 2002. 
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Transcendental claims do not claim to describe the world but "to describe the actual 

structure of our thought about the world" (Strawson, 1959, p. 9). 

We should, then, reformulate the Body Claim as the claim that it is 

inconceivable that a self-conscious subject lack embodied experience. This falls short 
of making an explicit claim about modal reality. Such a claim would need 

supplementation by a principle linking conceivability and possibility. I shall mark this 

point by speaking not of necessary conditions but of transcendental conditions. That 
is, as I use it, x is a transcendental condition of y if and only if y is not conceivable 
without x. Understood in this way, the Body Claim maintains that embodied 
experience is a transcendental condition of self-consciousness. 

The two central concepts with which this thesis is concerned are self- 

consciousness and embodied experience. Getting clear about these notions is vital to 

any examination of the Body Claim. Throughout the following chapters a picture will 

emerge as to the different ways both self-consciousness and embodied experience 

might be understood. Roughly speaking, there are two ways to understand self- 

consciousness. The first is that self-consciousness is an introspective awareness of the 

self. This might be an awareness of the self as either a mental or a bodily thing. On 

the other hand, self-consciousness can be understood as a property of certain thoughts. 
In a similar way, embodied experience can be understood in two ways. The first is 

simply as the awareness that each of us has of his or her own body; bodily-awareness. 

The second is as a form of bodily introspection, or self-awareness. This can be 

represented as follows: 

Body Claim 

Self-Consciousness Embodiment 

First-Person Thought Self-Awareness Bodily Self- Bodily-Awareness 
Awareness J 

Mental Self-Awareness Bodily Self-Awareness 

fig. I 
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The first thing to notice concerning this representation is that the phrase ̀ bodily self- 

awareness' occurs twice. This is no mistake. As will be seen, those who believe in 

bodily self-awareness think of it both as a form of self-consciousness and as a form of 

embodied experience. 
Looking ahead, in the first chapter I distinguish the different ways in which 

self-consciousness can be understood. I begin by saying more about the distinction 

between self-awareness and first-person thought. I argue that any interesting version 

of the Body Claim must look to the second of these construals of self-consciousness. I 

then move on to the relationship between self-consciousness, understood as first- 

person thought, and the notion of self-reference. I distinguish between different 

strengths of the commitment to self-reference and explain what must be maintained 
by anyone who wishes to argue for the Body Claim via the notion of self-reference. I 

shall sometimes refer simply to defenders of the Body Claim, this should be taken to 

be restricted to defenders of the Body Claim via the notion of self-reference. 
Chapter two offers a critique of the `no reference view' of first-person 

thought. Versions of this view have been offered by both Wittgenstein and Anscombe. 

Associated with this position is the idea that the self-ascription of mental states should 
be given a non-factualist reading. I explain why the defender of the Body Claim via 

self-reference must reject the no reference view and show how this can be done. 

The third chapter is, in many ways, the heart of the thesis as a whole. It 

concerns, what has come to be known as Russell's Principle. I show that Russell's 

Principle is of fundamental importance in some influential arguments for the Body 

Claim. However, Russell's Principle occupies an ambiguous and unstable position. 

For if Russell's Principle is accepted it poses a serious threat to the tight link between 

self-consciousness and self-reference that is required for the defence of the Body 

Claim. I argue for this by way of a critical exposition of Evans' theory of first-person 

thought. The way out of the morass is the rejection of Russell's Principle. With 

Russell's Principle out of the way, the defender of the Body Claim is free to assert the 

strong conceptual connection between self-consciousness and self-reference. 

Chapter four moves from self-consciousness to embodied experience. The two 

conceptions of embodied experience are distinguished and described. I then discuss 

the defence of the Body Claim recently offered by Cassam. Cassam understands 

embodied experience in the strong sense, as bodily self-awareness. First I show that 

his argument is flawed. Second I show that there is no such thing as bodily self- 
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awareness. If the Body Claim is defensible, embodied experience must be understood 

weakly, as bodily-awareness. 

Chapter five looks for an argument for the Body Claim in the work of 
Strawson. I argue that none of Strawson's arguments are convincing. However, 

although Strawson's arguments are unsuccessful, they point towards a better 

argument. I dub this the self-location argument, and in chapter six I defend it. The 

self-location argument shows that a self-conscious subject must experience him or 
herself as spatially located. This is an achievement, but it does not yet vindicate the 

Body Claim. For it may be suggested that a self-conscious subject could experience 
him or herself as a spatially located but bodiless ̀ point of view'. 

The final two chapters consider, what I take to be, the most serious arguments 

against the possibility of such a point of view. The first argument, discussed in 

chapter seven, relies on an account of the notion of solidity and the role it plays in our 

experience of the world as spatial. The second argument, the topic of chapter eight, 

offers an account of spatial action and its relation to both bodily-awareness and our 

ability to give content to the idea that perception is spatial. Unfortunately for the 

proponent of the Body Claim, neither of these arguments are successful. 
My conclusion is that it has not been shown that self-consciousness without 

embodied experience is inconceivable. But this is not to deny that embodied 

experience plays a fundamental role in determining the way in which we experience 

the world. Even if the link between self-consciousness and embodied experience is 

contingent, it is plausible to think that it is, if I may be allowed this phrase, `a deep 

contingency'. Furthermore, throughout the discussion of the various attempts to 

establish the Body Claim we learn much about both self-consciousness and embodied 

experience. 
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1. Self-Consciousness 

1.1 Self-Awareness 

I distinguished above between two ways of understanding self-consciousness. The 

first is as an introspective awareness of the self. The second is as first-person thought. 
I say more about first-person thought in the following sections. In this section I 

discuss self-consciousness understood as an introspective awareness of the self, for 

which I reserve the term `self-awareness'. 

Self-awareness is an introspective awareness of the self as a thing. The 
hypothesis that we are self-aware is the hypothesis that when one introspects one is 

directly aware of something which is presented to one as oneself. There are at least 

two ways in which philosophers have understood this view. The first is that, in 

introspection, one is aware of oneself as a purely mental thing, as a bearer of mental 

properties only. The second is that, in introspection, one is aware of oneself as a 
(partly) physical thing, as a bearer of (at least some) physical properties. I will argue 

that understanding self-consciousness as mental self-awareness deprives the Body 

Claim of much of its plausibility, whilst thinking of self-consciousness as bodily self- 

awareness trivialises it. The proponent of the Body Claim would do well to move to 

an understanding of self-consciousness as first-person thought. 

Since Hume it has been common to deny that there is such a thing as mental 

self-awareness. Hume, of course, famously wrote that, 

For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble on some particular 

perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch 

myself at any time without a perception, and never can observe anything but the perception. (Hume, 

1978, pp. 252) 

There are a variety of interpretational issues to be settled concerning this passage', but 

on the face of it Hume appears to be denying what the proponent of self-awareness is 

asserting. Namely that introspection reveals an awareness of the self as an object. 

Presumably, furthermore, Hume is concerned to deny that we are introspectively 

1 Nice discussions of which can be found in Craig, 1987, Ch. 2, Penelhum, 2000, and Pitson, 2002. 

11 



aware of ourselves as mental things, the idea that we might be introspectively aware 
of ourselves as physical things was surely not his target. 

Philosophers have long been divided as to whether Hume was correct to reject 
mental self-awareness2. I tend to side with Hume. A simple line of reasoning that can 
move one to this position begins with the thought that the only reason to think that 
there might be an introspective awareness of the self as a mental object would be if it 

could explain the rather special knowledge that we have of our mental properties. As 
Shoemaker has written, 

Presumably it will be pointless, at best, to suppose that there is introspective perception of the self 

unless this perception plays some role in explaining our introspective self-knowledge - our knowledge 

of our own mental states. The most straightforward account would be this: I know that I have thus and 

such a mental state - that I am angry, in pain, or desirous of a drink - because I introspectively observe 

myself having it. (Shoemaker, 1986, p. 13) 

The problem, however, is that it does not seem especially plausible to say that the way 
in which we come to know that we have thus and such mental state is by an 
introspective awareness of the self as being thus and such. As Evans so eloquently put 
it, "in making a self-ascription of belief, one's eyes are, so to speak, or occasionally 
literally, directed outward - upon the world. " (Evans, 1982,225). The model of self- 
knowledge according to which I know what I believe by an `inward glance' at myself, 

seems at odds with our actual practice according to which I know what I believe by 

observing the world around me. 

Of course, simply making this observation is not to present an argument 

against the mental self-awareness view. The proponent of that view will immediately 

point out that, whilst it may be inappropriate to treat knowledge of our beliefs on the 

`inward glace' model, knowledge of our desires, hopes, fears, emotions, and 

sensations is another matter. This may or may not be the case. But as long as the 

proponent of mental self-awareness is willing to grant Evans' point about beliefs the 

damage is, to a certain extent, done. For, if this concession is made, at least some self- 
knowledge is not to be explained via an introspective awareness of the self. This 

2 Concurring with Hume are both Kant, 1997, A 107 & B408, and Schopenhauer, as quoted in Janaway, 
1989, p. 120. More recently the mental self-awareness view has been rejected by Shoemaker, 1986 & 
1994, and Martin, 1997. Those who appear to reject the Humean line include Russell, 19 10-11, 
(although by the time of Russell, 1921, p. 141, he has clearly changed his mind), Chisholm, 1969, and 
G. Strawson, 1997. 

12 



poses a threat to the general explanatory utility of mental self-awareness, for if it is 

not needed to explain some self-knowledge why should we think it is needed to 

explain the rest? 
It seems that we have good reason to want to dissociate the Body Claim from 

the understanding of self-consciousness as mental self-awareness. The very fact that 

so many philosophers have followed Hume in denying that we have such an 

awareness is enough to give us pause. And if it turns out, as I have been suggesting, 
that mental self-awareness has little or no explanatory role to play in accounting for 

self-knowledge, we may have good reason to be of the same mind as Hume. But, of 

course, if there is no mental self-awareness there is little interest in giving its 

transcendental conditions. 
There is a far more pressing reason to dissociate the Body Claim from an 

understanding of self-consciousness as bodily self-awareness. The Body Claim states 
that embodied experience is a transcendental condition of self-consciousness. If we 

understand self-consciousness as bodily self-awareness this claim becomes the 

triviality that embodied experience is a transcendental condition of an introspective 

awareness of oneself as a physical thing. I have far more to say about bodily self- 

awareness in chapter four (recall that `bodily self-awareness' appears twice in fig. ]), 

for now I need simply point out that an interpretation of the Body Claim that does not 

trivialise it is to be preferred. 

1.2 First-Person Thought 

The second way of understanding self-consciousness is as first-person thought. 

Understood in this way, self-consciousness is a property of certain thoughts. Self- 

conscious thoughts are thoughts about oneself, but not all thoughts about oneself are 

self-conscious. Suppose I believe that Smith is about to be attacked by a tiger. This is 

a belief about myself, but it is not self-conscious. It can be that although I believe that 

Smith is about to be attacked by a tiger, and I am Smith, I fail to believe that I am 

about to be attacked by a tiger, for the reason that I fail to believe that I am Smith. 

Self-conscious thoughts are thoughts about oneself concerning which it is not possible 

to fail to realise that they are about oneself. Self-consciousness is that property which 

accounts for this feature of some of the thoughts that one has about oneself. Roughly 

speaking, a self-conscious thought is one which one would express in language by 
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using the first-person pronoun, T. For this reason, we can call such thoughts 'I'- 

thoughts, and this second conception of self-consciousness first person thought. I will 

often refer to `I'-thoughts as self-ascriptions. This is for the reason that `I'-thoughts 

involve the ascription of predicates to oneself, for instance ̀ I have a headache', ̀ I am 

six feet tall' etc. 3 

Self-conscious thoughts can also be illuminatingly characterised by their 
functional role. It is a familiar point that self-conscious thoughts directly dispose one 

to act, whereas unself-conscious thoughts do not. If I believe that I am about to be 

attacked by a tiger, I will be disposed to cower in fear. If I believe that Smith is about 

to be attacked by a tiger, I will only be disposed to cower if I also believe that I am 
Smith4. In addition to directly disposing one to act, self-conscious thoughts are 

thoughts which are liable to be affected by the `various special ways' one has of 

gaining knowledge about oneself. Self-conscious thoughts are sensitive to 

information gained in various special ways. These special ways certainly include 

introspection and arguably also include memory, bodily-awareness and self-locating 

abilities. If I am introspectively aware of a headache, my self-conscious thoughts will 

adjust to accommodate this; I will come to believe that I have a headache. On the 

other hand, I will not necessarily come to believe that Smith has a headache, since I 

may fail to believe that I am Smith. I will return to this feature of self-conscious 

thought in chapter two. 

I do not mean to suggest by these remarks that `I'-thoughts can be analysed 

purely in terms of their functional role. Rather, considerations of this kind allow us to 

locate the phenomenon of self-conscious thought. First-person thoughts are thoughts 

which tend to be expressed by the word `I', directly dispose one to action, and are 

sensitive to certain special ways of gaining knowledge about oneself. 

It is beyond sceptical doubt that we are self-conscious in the sense that we 
have the capacity to think first-personally. This is good news for the defender of the 

Body Claim, for the Body Claim can be thought of as offering a transcendental 

condition of a capacity that is uncontroversially possessed by the majority of mature 

human beings. Another good reason for taking the Body Claim to be stating a 

3I shall speak of mental self-ascriptions (self-ascriptions of mental predicates) and physical or bodily 

self-ascriptions (self-ascriptions of physical or bodily predicates). 
4 The link between self-conscious belief and dispositions to act is articulated in Perry, 1977 & 1979. 
5 This aspect of self-conscious thought is stressed in Evans, 1982, Ch. 7. 
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transcendental condition of first-person thought is that it has more philosophical 
interest than has self-awareness. As Shoemaker suggests, the primary reason for 

postulating self-awareness is as an explanation of certain features of some first-person 

thoughts. First-person thought is the interesting phenomenon, and it is that to which 

we should primarily be paying attention. Finally, taking the Body Claim as a claim 

about the transcendental conditions of first-person thought helps us to understand why 
defenders of the Body Claim have tended to concentrate on arguments which proceed 

via the notion of self-reference. Self-awareness has nothing obviously to do with self- 

reference, unless it is by way of first-person thought. For first-person thought, it is 

frequently claimed, is self-referential6. 

1.3 Self-Reference 

The defender of the Body Claim is committed to there being a conceptual connection 
between self-consciousness and self-reference. To argue for the Body Claim by 

showing that embodied experience is a transcendental condition of self-reference, one 

must claim that the capacity to self-refer is a transcendental condition of self- 

consciousness. If the capacity for first-person thought does not entail the capacity for 

self-reference then no matter how successful one is at spelling out the transcendental 

conditions of self-reference, one will not have reached so far as self-consciousness. 

One position that could be taken with regards to the connection between self- 

consciousness and self-reference is that every first-person thought is self-referential. 

This view can be thought of as a commitment to what I shall be calling the self- 

reference rule. The self-reference rule states that any first-personal thought refers to 

the person who produced it7. Holding this view would secure the connection between 

self-consciousness and self-reference that is required for the Body Claim. On the 

other extreme, it might be held that no first-person thought is self-referential. This `no 

reference view' is the subject of the following chapter. If correct, this view would 

clearly undermine arguments for the Body Claim that proceed via self-reference. 

6 Bach, 1987, pp. 39-41, objects to saying that thoughts refer, claiming that reference is a four-place 

relation between speaker, word, audience and object. But one can linguistically refer whilst on one's 
own. Linguistic reference here can be thought of as a three-place relation between speaker, word and 
object. Similarly, reference in thought can be a three place relation between thinker, thought and object. 

The self-reference rule is the analogue in thought of what Kaplan, 1977, takes to be the character of 
the word `1'. The self-reference rule is defended in Campbell, 1994a. 
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The debate between the defender of the self-reference rule and the proponent 

of the no-reference view is a debate between two extremes. There are at least two 

intermediate views which are relevant to the defender of the Body Claim. The Body 

Claim can be argued for without reliance on the exceptionless self-reference rule. For, 

as long as it is maintained that central cases of first-person thought are self-referential, 

we will still have the required conceptual connection between self-consciousness and 

self-reference. Similarly, it might be held that even though many first-personal 

thoughts are self-referential, the central cases of first-person thought are not. This 

position would cause problems for the Body Claim if it were held that self- 

consciousness could be accounted for purely in terms of the non-referential central 

cases. For then it could be that a self-conscious subject may fail to satisfy the 

transcendental conditions of self-reference. 
Of course something must be said about what the central cases might be. At 

this point I think the best way to proceed is intuitively. Intuitively, the central cases of 

first-person thought are self-ascriptions of mental predicates, for example the self- 

ascription of beliefs, desires, sensations, and experiences. It is self-ascriptions of 

mental predicates that have traditionally been thought to be particularly expressive of 

self-consciousness. Indeed, the proponent of the Body Claim must have mental self- 

ascriptions in mind, since the claim that the capacity to self-ascribe physical 

predicates requires embodied experience is far less interesting than its mental 

counterpart. The four positions I have been sketching can be represented as follows: 

First-Person Thought 

Self-Reference No Reference 

Self-Reference Rule II Self-Reference in II No Reference in II No Reference View 
Central Cases Central Cases 

fig. 2 
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Whilst I believe that there is a strong case to be made for the self-reference rule, it 

should be clear why holding such a strong position is not required of the defender of 
the Body Claim. For, the defence of the Body Claim maintains that embodied 

experience is a transcendental condition of self-reference. If it is further claimed that 

central cases of self-consciousness are self-referential it follows that central cases of 

self-consciousness have, as a transcendental condition, embodied experience. If it is 

further claimed that self-consciousness necessarily involves these central cases, the 

Body Claim is safe and dry. I take it, also, that the positions on the `no reference' side 

of fig. 2 are not the intuitive views, that some form of commitment to self-reference is 

the default position. This means that arguing against the two forms of the no reference 

view is all that is required for a defence of the connection between first-person 

thought and self-reference. No additional argument is required. 
The fact that the proponent of the Body Claim can get by without a 

commitment to the self-reference rule allows him or her to avoid certain tricky cases. 

For, there are views upon which although central cases of first-person thought are 

self-referential, certain atypical cases serve as counterexamples to the exceptionless 

self-reference. The self-reference rule faces threats from substance dualism, the nature 

of the imagination, and certain recalcitrant linguistic phenomena. I say a little about 

these here in order to clear the way for the real challenge posed by the no reference 

view and its ilk. 

Certain views concerning the metaphysics of the self, of which substance 

dualism is the most obvious (but there may be others), appear to entail the falsity of 

the self-reference rule. According to substance dualism what I am is an immaterial 

soul `connected' to a body. This view has no problem dealing with mental self- 

ascriptions which uncontroversially ascribe a mental predicate to the immaterial soul. 

But the dualist faces a trilemma when he or she comes to give an account of physical 

self-ascriptions such as `I am six feet tall'. For the soul is not supposed to have any 

non-mental properties. The three horns of the trilemma are these: (1) Claim that all 

non-mental self-ascriptions are false, (2) Reject the claim that what (you and) I am is 

an immaterial soul, in favour of the claim that the self is a `compound of two 

substances', a body and a soul, and (3) Claim that the occurrence of `I' in non-mental 

self-ascriptions is misleading, that it really refers to something other than oneself, i. e. 

one's body. 
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None of these options are particularly attractive. The claim that all non-mental 

self-ascriptions are false is highly counterintuitive. The version of dualism which 
treats the self as a compound of two substances is problematic, not least in implying 

that what one is (the compound) is non-identical to the thing that instantiates all one's 

mental properties (the soul)8. This leaves the view that non-mental self-ascriptions 

really refer to something other than oneself, and so are not really self-ascriptions. And 

this view contradicts the self-reference rule. This view faces serious difficulties in the 
face of our linguistic practices9, but its refutation requires a refutation of the 

metaphysics upon which it is based. 

Fortunately the defender of the Body Claim need not set about refuting 

substance dualism. For the dualist allows that the central cases of first-person thought 

are self-referential. Although, for various reasons, it seems unlikely that the dualist 

would want to defend the Body Claim, there is no reason why a dualist could not do 

so via the notion of self-reference. 
Thinking about the imagination has led some philosophers to deny the self- 

reference rule. We can see why one might be tempted by this view by considering the 
following piece of reasoning: (1) I can only imagine that which is possible10, (2) I can 

imagine that I am Napoleon, (3) It is not possible that I am Napoleon. These three 

claims appear to be inconsistent. One tempting way of resolving the inconsistency is 

by claiming that the second occurrence of `I' in the phrase `I am imagining that I am 

Napoleon' does not in fact refer to oneself. Rather, one is thinking about Napoleon in 

the `imaginary first-person' 11. This, it would seem, contradicts the self-reference rule. 

I will not comment on the strength of this line of reasoning, for there is no 

reason for the defender of the Body Claim to take a stance on this issue. For 

occurrences of `I' that occur within the scope of `I am imagining that... ' are clearly 

not central cases of first-person thought. It is a fascinating question how first-person 

reference operates in the context of the imagination, but it is not one with which I 

shall be concerned. 

8 See Olson, 2001. 
9 See Stanley, 1998. 
10 See the introduction. This view is most famously held by Hume, "'Tis an established maxim in 

metaphysics, That whatever the mind clearly conceives includes the idea of possible existence, or in 

other words, that nothing we imagine is absolutely impossible. " (Hume, 1978, p. 32). 
" See Velleman, 1996. 
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Finally, some philosophers have claimed that certain linguistic phenomena 
have shown that the word `I' is not governed by a linguistic analogue of the self- 

reference rule 12. This, coupled with some version of the thesis that thought mirrors 
language may be thought to pose a problem for the self-reference rule in the domain 

of thought. Again, this debate need not trouble the proponent of the Body Claim. For 

the linguistic phenomena cited are clearly all atypical uses of `I', for instance leaving 

a note on someone else's office door reading `I am not here today'. Central cases are 
left untouched. If the Body Claim can be defended without reliance on the self- 

reference rule, these cases should not be troubling. In the following chapter I shall be 

arguing against both the strict no reference view and the view that the central cases of 
first-person thought are non-referential. I claim that there is a tight conceptual 

connection between self-consciousness and self-reference. I leave it as an open 

question whether the self-reference rule is true. 

12 See, for example, Corazza, Fish and Gorvett, 2002. 
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2. No Reference Views 

2.1 First-Person Guarantees 

It has frequently been noted that the word `I', and corresponding `I'-thoughts, are 

subject to guarantees against a number of kinds of error. It has been argued these 

guarantees can be explained, or rather explained away, by either the no reference view, 

or its sibling view that there is no self-reference in central cases of first-person thought. 
The no reference view is associated with Anscombe and the less extreme view with 
Wittgenstein. Anscombe offers a purely non-referential account of `I', while 
Wittgenstein gives an non-factualist reading of the central cases'. To accept either 
Anscombe's or Wittgenstein's explanations of these guarantees would be to undo the 

conceptual connection between self-consciousness and self-reference that is required for 

a defence of the Body Claim. In this chapter I argue that neither Anscombe's nor 
Wittgenstein's positions are acceptable, and that the two no reference views should be 

rejected2. 

Before going on to describe the guarantees in question, it is necessary to 

forestall certain objections by saying something about Wittgenstein exegesis. It is well 
known that a central aspect of Wittgenstein's project is to avoid giving theories. As a 

result, in many areas there is not really any such thing as `Wittgenstein's position'. 

Non-factualism about self-ascriptions is no exception3. Whilst there are passages in 

which Wittgenstein appears to advocate non-factualism, there are others in which he 

clearly indicates that examples must be treated individually on a case by case basis. 

Thus it would be a mistake to think that any of the forms of non-factualism to be 

discussed in this chapter are, strictly speaking, Wittgenstein's view. Having said this, it 

will be simpler if I continue to speak in this way. What is interesting for the present 

purposes is the view that Wittgenstein's remarks point towards, even if it is not 

eventually endorsed by him. Such an interest seems legitimate since there are 

Non-factualism is often referred to as expressivism. My reason for declining to adopt this terminology 
will come out in what follows. 
2 Many of the questions pursued in this chapter are discussed in Brinck, 1997, Ch. 2. Whilst I am 
sympathetic to many of Brinck's conclusions, my treatment of the issues differs markedly from hers. 
3 An account of Wittgenstein's attitudes towards non-factualism can be found in Hacker, 1990. For a note 
of scepticism concerning whether Wittgenstein endorsed the non-factualist view see Wright, 1998. For 
the opposing view see Jacobsen, 1996. 
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philosophers, currently endorsing a number of non-factualist positions, who are clearly 
influenced by Wittgenstein but who eschew his mistrust of theories. 

The first-person guarantees in question are the following: (i) Guaranteed 

reference - `I'-thoughts cannot fail to refer, (ii) First-person authority - in central cases 

of `I' -thoughts we are guaranteed against making a mistake concerning the predicate 

which is self-ascribed, (iii) Immunity to error through misidentification - in central 

cases of `I' -thoughts we are guaranteed against making certain mistakes concerning 

who it is that we know to be such and such. Each of these guarantees requires a certain 

amount of explanation. I devote less time to guaranteed reference and first-person 

authority and more time to immunity to error through misidentification (IEM), for the 

reason that IEM is not generally that well understood. The following is partly an attempt 
to remedy this state of affairs. 

2.2 Guaranteed Reference and First-Person Authority 

Thoughts whose function it is to refer to objects can fail to do so, and can do so for 

different reasons. First, a thought can fail to refer because there is nothing for it to refer 

to, its intended object does not exist. This presumably is true of thoughts about Vulcan, 

or when one thinks about that pink elephant whilst hallucinating. Of these cases, some 

will say that the subject has thought a thought which fails to refer, others will say that 

the lack of referent means that no thought is really being thought4. Whatever one says of 

such cases, it would seem that the same is not possible with `I'-thoughts. It cannot be 

the case that one's `I'-thought fails to refer due to the intended referent's not existing. 

A second way in which a thought can fail to refer is by there being too many 

objects. If I intermittently see two people, taking them to be one and the same person, 

Bert, I may go on to think, `Bert is here'. Further, if both Bert's are here it is plausible 

to think that I have failed to refer to either5. Similarly, if I see the head of snake a and 

the tail of snake b poking out from either side of a rock, my thoughts about that snake 

will fail to refer to either. It would seem that the same is not possible with `I'-thoughts. 

4 For an object-dependent view of this kind see Evans, 1982. 
5I ignore the possibility that this may count as a case of so-called `divided reference'. Divided reference 
might be thought to occur when the causal links governing a singular thought are deviant. If it is correct 
to characterise such cases, then it is plausible to think that `I'-thoughts will be immune to the 

phenomenon of divided reference. On divided reference see Kvart, 1989. 
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`I'-thoughts cannot fail to refer through an excess of objects6. On the face of it, the fact 

that `I'-thoughts are guaranteed against these kinds of reference failure is something for 

which we should be able to provide an explanation. What this explanation might be is 

something to which we shall return. 
Another phenomenon associated with first-person thought for which an 

explanation is certainly required is first-person authority7. First-person authority is what 
keeps in business those philosophers working on the problem of self-knowledge. First- 

person authority is a certain guarantee that subjects have concerning some mental self- 

ascriptions. 'Y-thoughts which self-ascribe beliefs, desires, wishes, emotions, 

sensations, intentions and so on, are known to be true by the subject with a certain 

authority that other kinds of thought do not possess. In standard cases of introspective 

self-knowledge - cases which do not involve irrationality or inference from observed 
behaviour - it cannot be that a subject sincerely thinks `I believe that P' but has made a 

mistake and that in reality they believe that Q, or that not-P. Brute error is ruled out in 

such cases. Indeed, for a great many mental properties P, the person who is best placed 

to know whether or not I instantiate P is myself 8. If I sincerely think, `I am in pain', 

then the chances are that I am in pain. There may even be some mental properties of 

which I have absolutely infallible knowledge, but authority needn't amount to 

infallibility. Emotions provide a nice example. For the most part, the person best placed 

to say which emotion I am in is myself. But this is not always the case. Sometimes my 

emotions are hidden from me. I may, for example, discover that I am jealous by noting 

my reaction to some situation. This is useful for providing a negative characterisation of 

first-person authority, for in such a situation I lack the usual authority. 

Adequately accounting for first-person authority has not proved to be an easy 

task, but some account is clearly required. Other people have epistemological access to 

our mental lives only through our observable behaviour. But this does not appear to be 

6 Lewis, 1976, offers an account of personal identity which makes room for the possibility that there can 
be two thinkers of one `I'-thought (see especially, Postscripts). This is not the place to discuss his theory, 
but I assume that he would assent to a version of the self-reference view relativised to person-stages. 

It might be claimed that first-person authority is not relevant to the issue of first-person thought, since 
first-person authority (self-knowledge) need not involve the I concept. For instance, Hossack writes, 
"There are many creatures that can know by self-knowledge when they are in pain, even though they may 
not have a concept of the self' (Hossack, 2002, p. 164). But what is it that these creatures are supposed to 
know? In describing the relevant knowledge we must say that they know when they are in pain, and this 

occurrence of `they' is standing in for the I concept, see Casteneda, 1966. It seems to me that if creatures 

are to be attributed self-knowledge they must be thought of as, at the very least, having something like the 
kind of non-conceptual self-consciousness described in Bermudez, 1998. 
8 As will become clear in the sections that follow, this characterisation of first-person authority in terms 

of knowledge begs the question against the non-factualist. At this point it is innocent enough, however. 
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the case with regard to the epistemological access that we have to our own minds. First- 

person authority seems to rest on something like a direct access to our own minds. Is 

this really the case? And if so, how is such access to be understood? Again, this 

explanation is something to which I shall return. 

2.3 Immunity to Error Through Misidentification 

It is often claimed that there are a range of self-ascriptions which are immune to error 
through misidentification relative to the first-person pronoun (IEM). What this means, 

and exactly which self-ascriptions are properly classed as IEM, is a topic hotly disputed. 

Some claim that only mental self-ascriptions are IEM, others claim that some physical 

self-ascriptions are IEM. The phenomenon of IEM was first brought to our attention by 

Wittgenstein who, in The Blue Book claims that, 

There are two different cases in the use of the word `I' (or "my") which I might call "the use as object" 

and "the use as subject". Examples of the first kind of use are these: "My arm is broken", "I have grown 

six inches", "I have a bump on my forehead", "The wind blows my hair about". Examples of the second 

kind are: "I see so and so", "I hear so and so", "I try to lift my arm", "I think it will rain", "I have 

toothache". One can point to the difference between these two categories by saying: The cases of the first 

category involve the recognition of a particular person, and there is in these cases the possibility of error, 

or as I should rather put it: The possibility of an error has been provided for... It is possible that, say in an 

accident, I should feel a pain in my arm, see a broken arm at my side, and think it is mine, when really it 

is my neighbours... On the other hand, there is no question of recognising a person when I say I have 

toothache. To ask "are you sure that it is you who have pains? " would be nonsensical. (Wittgenstein, 

1958, pp. 66-7) 

Wittgenstein is here pointing out that a certain class of self-ascriptions are immune to a 

particular kind of error9. The same phenomenon is pointed to by Strawson in The 

Bounds of Sense. There he claims that 

When a man (a subject of experience) ascribes a current or directly remembered state of consciousness to 

himself, no use whatever of any criteria of personal identity is required to justify his use of the pronoun 

`I' to refer to the subject of that experience. (Strawson, 1966a, pp. 164-5)10 

9 Wittgenstein suggests that it is a misunderstanding of this grammatical feature of `I' which tempts many 
towards the Cartesian view that "the real I lives in my body" (1958, p. 66). A similar suggestion is made 
in Strawson, 1966a, pp 164-6. 
10 Also see Bennett, "I can wonder whose stomach is rumbling, but not whether it is my neighbour or 
myself who is embarrassed. " (Bennett, 1966, p. 109). 
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As elucidated by Wittgenstein and Strawson, the notion of IEM is left rather vague. It is 

Shoemaker who first gives us a precise definition. He writes, 

to say that a statement `a is cp' is subject to error through misidentification relative to the term a means 

that the following is possible: the speaker knows some particular thing to be cp, but makes the mistake of 

asserting `a is cp' because, and only because, he mistakenly thinks that the thing he knows to be cp is what 
`a' refers to (Shoemaker, 1968, pp. 7-8) 

One thing that clearly must be added to this definition is relativity to grounds. It is 

obvious that a judgement may be IEM when based on one kind of ground, but subject to 

error when based on another. To see this, compare introspection with talking to one's 

analyst as ways of discovering one's mental states. Through introspection it is 

impossible for me to discover that someone resents their mother, and mistakenly think 

that it is I who resent my mother. Through talking to one's analyst, on the other hand, it 

is quite possible for me to discover that someone resents their mother, and mistakenly 

think that it is me. So, judgements are IEM relative to certain grounds. 

So according to Shoemaker's definition, the self-ascription `I have a headache' 

is IEM relative to introspection, since it is impossible for me to know, via introspection, 

that some particular person has a headache but mistakenly think that it is I who have it. 

Coming to know, via introspection, that someone has a headache is nothing less than 

coming to know that I have a headache". Shoemaker's explanation of how it is that 

such judgements are immune to error is similar to that of both Wittgenstein and 

Strawson. It has, he believes, to do with the fact that such self-ascriptions are not based 

on an identification of the subject. It is impossible to misidentify oneself because there 

is no identification of oneself to go wrong. 

This point is picked up by Evans in his treatment of IEM12. Immunity to error is 

a direct consequence of, what Evans calls, identification-freedom. According to Evans, 

to entertain a singular proposition about an object, the thinker must know which object 

the thought is about. One way this can be achieved is by means of an identification. For 

example, the thought `a is F' might be the result of the belief that `b is F and the belief 

t' Campbell, 1999b, claims that the phenomenon of thought insertion shows that judgements based on 
introspection need not be IEM. This claim is sensibly disputed by Gallagher, 2000. A structurally similar 
debate concerning whether the phenomenon of anarchic hand syndrome shows that self-ascriptions of 

action based on proprioception are not IEM can be found in Marcel, 2003, and Peacocke, 2003. 
12 Evans, 1982, Chs. 6 & 7. 
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that `a = Y. Paraphrasing Evans, if knowledge of the truth of the singular proposition `a 

is F can be seen as the result of knowledge of the truth of a pair of propositions `b is F 

and `a = b' then we can call it 'identification-dependent'. The latter proposition `a = b' 

is its identification component. If a singular proposition is identification-dependent, the 

thinker knows which object it is about in virtue of an identification. If, on the other 
hand, a thought does not rest on an identification component, then it is identification- 

free. 

IEM, as defined by Shoemaker, follows from identification-freedom for the 
following reason: if a judgement is subject to error through misidentification, it must be 

possible for the thinker to make a mistake in the identification-component upon which it 

rests. But an identification-free judgement is not based on an identification-component, 

therefore it cannot be subject to error through misidentification, and so must be 

immune13. This close relationship between IEM and identification-freedom forms a 

common core running through the accounts of IEM given by Wittgenstein, Strawson, 

Shoemaker and Evans. We can articulate this common core as follows 14: 

The proposition `a is F is immune to error relative to grounds G iff every possible 

judgement that a is F (based on grounds G) either: 

(1) does not rest on two beliefs of the form `b is F and `a = W. 

or 

(2) rests on beliefs of the form `b is F and `a = b', but `a = b' is not rationally 

doubtable. 

This definition captures the way in which IEM is a consequence of identification- 

freedom 15. According to this definition, if a judgement is identification-free, when 

13 Pryor, 1999, argues that IEM does not follow from identification-freedom. This is due to his 

idiosyncratic definition of IEM. I argue against Pryor's definition of IEM the Appendix. 
14 My definition of IEM treats it as a property of propositions. However, throughout this section I have 

often spoken of individual judgements as IEM. Whilst this is a useful way of speaking, it may strike one 

as odd, since it is unclear in what sense individual judgements are immune to error - they are either errors 

or they are not. The claim that a judgement J is IEM should be understood as shorthand for the claim that 
(i) J expresses a proposition which is IEM relative to G, and (ii) J is based on G. 
15 Evans' definition of IEM is actually slightly different. He defines it as follows, "a judgement is 

identification-free [and thus immune to error] if it is based upon a way of knowing about objects such that 
it does not make sense for the subject to utter `Something is F, but is it a that is F? ', when the first 

component expresses knowledge which the subject does not think he has, or may have, gained in any 

other way. " (1982, pp. 189-190). This last constraint is not included in my definition of IEM. This should 

not worry us, since it is only necessary to introduce such a constraint if we rely on the idea of a judgement 

making sense for a subject. I avoid this locution, and intend Evans' and my definitions to be equivalent. 
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based on grounds G, it will be IEM. The necessity for condition (2) can be seen if we 

consider a judgement which is identification-dependent but which the identification 

upon which it is based is not rationally doubtable. It is plausible to think that this will 
display immunity to error, since the indubitable character of the identification 

component will ensure that errors of misidentification will not occur. If this is right, 
identification-freedom and immunity to error could come apart. 

Leaving such possible cases aside, we can think of IEM and identification- 

freedom as two sides of the same coin. We can also see how IEM relates to the 
functional role of `I'-thoughts. In chapter one I said that `I'-thoughts are liable to be 

affected by the various special ways that we have of gaining knowledge about oneself. 
These special ways clearly include introspection. Coming to believe, via introspection, 

that someone has a headache will dispose me to believe that I have a headache. By now 
this point is very familiar. The `special ways' of gaining knowledge of oneself that play 

a part in the functional role of `I'-thoughts just are those ways of gaining knowledge 

that lead to self-ascriptions that are IEM. 

Simply pointing out that IEM is a consequence of identification-freedom is 

insufficient as an explanation of IEM. For we have yet to be given an explanation of 

identification-freedom. As we shall see, Wittgenstein suggests an explanation of 

IEM/identification-freedom in terms of a non-factualist account of self-ascriptions. 

Before addressing this suggestion, however, it is necessary to dispense with the 

objection that we have not characterized IEM correctly. 

2.4 Another Brand of Immunity to Error Through Misidentification? 

Some philosophers have defined immunity to error through misidentification in a way 

significantly different from the account given above. For instance, Wright says that, 

A claim made on a certain kind of ground involves immunity to error through misidentification just when 

its defeat is not consistent with retention of grounds for existential generalization (Wright, 1998, p. 19)16 

This should be made clearer by example. Suppose I judge `I was in Scotland last week', 

basing this upon my apparent memories of being in Scotland. However, I am then 

16 This different notion appears in discussions by Hamilton, 1995, Wright, 1998, Pryor, 1999, and 
Campbell, 1999a & 2002, Ch. 5. In his, 1999b, Campbell appears to have something more like the 

standard definition of IEM in mind. 
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informed that my apparent memory of being in Scotland last week is, in fact, a quasi- 
memory. A quasi-memory being a state subjectively indistinguishable from a memory 
but which need not derive from the past history of the subject him or herself. If I have a 
quasi-memory of doing x, it may have been me who did x, or it may have been someone 
else. As such, memory is a sub-species of quasi-memory17 . In this situation, I will no 
longer be justified in believing that I was in Scotland last week, but I will be justified in 

making the general judgement `Someone was in Scotland last week'. I can, as it were, 
retreat from the singular proposition to the general proposition, using the original 
grounds plus the piece of evidence that undercut my original judgement. The fact that I 

can do this, claims Wright, shows that my original judgement was not immune to error. 
On the other hand, consider the introspectively-based judgement `I have a headache'. If 

someone (incredibly! ) undercuts my grounds for thinking that I have a headache, it is 

arguably not possible for me to retreat to the judgement `someone has a headache'. This 

shows that my judgement `I have a headache' is immune to error. 
Now all of this is compatible with the view that propositions based on memory 

are IEM as I have defined it. It may well be that memory-based propositions rest on no 
identity component, yet their grounds can be retained as grounds for existential 

generalization. This is enough to show that the kind of immunity to error which Wright 

et al have in mind really is something new. We might come up with another name for it 

then: for want of something more eloquent, I shall call it IEM*. 

IEM* is a rare phenomenon. Much more so than its proponents have thought. 

Suppose that, on the normal perceptual grounds, I form the judgement `I see a canary'. I 

am then informed that really, my visual impression as of a canary is hallucinatory, and 

is caused by someone else's seeing a canary. Whenever they see a canary they press a 

button which causes me to suffer a canary-illusion. In this case I will be justified in 

retreating to the existential proposition `someone sees a canary' 18. Thus, there are at 

least some mental self-ascriptions which are not IEM*' 9. 

What, then, is IEM* tracking? It is tempting to think that IEM* is the result of a 

judgement's being infallibly known or its being groundless. A judgement is IEM* when 

it is impossible for its grounds to be undercut in such a way as to leave open the 

17 The notion of a quasi-memory was first introduced by Shoemaker, 1970. 
18 This seems to me enough to cast very serious doubt on Prior's suggestion that Shoemaker is primarily 
concerned with I EM *. See Pryor, 1999, pp. 286-88; see Shoemaker, 1968, p. 8, for his use of the canary 
example. 
19 Wright, 1998, Campbell, 1999a, and Pryor, 1999, all assume that this sort of present-tense mental self- 
ascription is IEM*. 
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possibility of the corresponding existential judgement. But it seems that for any 
judgement whatsoever, if it is possible to undercut its grounds, it is possible to undercut 
them in such a way as to leave open just such a possibility. We can formulate this as a 

general thesis: any self ascription `I am F which it is possible to undercut, can be 

undercut by the information that one suffers the illusion that one is F in just those cases 

when someone else is F. This allows one to retreat to the existential proposition 
`someone is F. So IEM* arises in just those cases where a proposition's grounds cannot 
be undercut at all. This will turn out to be the case if the proposition is infallibly known, 

or if it is based on no grounds whatsoever. 
But if IEM* just flags groundlessness or infallibility then it looks as if it defines 

too narrow a class of self-ascriptions to be of much independent interest. This is 

especially clear given that what many philosophers are looking to immunity to error to 

do is to capture that class of self-ascriptions seen as somehow central to self- 

consciousness. The class of first-person thoughts which is central to self-consciousness 
has traditionally included self-ascriptions of experiences. But the proposition `I can see 

a canary', as we have seen, is not IEM*. This might be conceded but it be pointed out 

that the judgement `I seem to see a canary' is nevertheless IEM*. And it is judgements 

of this kind that are really expressive of self-consciousness. This seems fair enough. But 

as long as we agree that IEM* is tracking infallibility, there is scope for arguing that the 

introspectively-based self-ascriptions `I have a pain' or `I am judging that P' are not 

IEM*. This will be the case if, for example, it is possible to mistake an itch for a pain, 

or to mistake an imagining for a judging. 

To spell this out in the case of `I am in pain' : suppose you experience what you 

take to be a pain. Now suppose someone reliably tells you that you are not really 

experiencing a pain but an itch, and that this has been caused by someone else's 

suffering a real pain. Whenever they experience a pain, they press a button which causes 

you to feel a pain-like itch. In this case, you will be justified in retreating from the 

singular proposition `I have a pain', to the general proposition `someone has a pain' 

whilst retaining the same grounds. If this describes a possible situation, and it certainly 

seems to, then `I am in pain' is not IEM*. But, of course, there is little reason to think 

that the self-ascription of sensations is not somehow central to self-consciousness 20. 

20 If you are sceptical about the possibility of mistaking pains for itches etc. see the sorites-style argument 
in Williamson, 2000, Ch. 4. 

28 



My argument that IEM* is not a property of judgments such as `I am in pain' 

may strike some as somewhat dubious. Of course, in these cases, the subject will be 

justified in retreating to the general proposition, but isn't this justification all packed 
into the piece of defeating evidence? This feature might seem objectionable. Can't we 

simply reformulate our definition of IEM* so that the justification that the subject has 

for retreating to the general proposition must already be there in the justification for the 

original singular judgement? This would rule out my examples as counterexamples to 

the claim that fallible mental self-ascriptions can be IEM*. The problem with this 

suggestion is that it becomes impossible to distinguish IEM* from IEM. If, in the 
justification that I have for the singular judgement `I am FI am able to discern two 

elements, one of which can be discarded and the other retained, leaving me justified in 

thinking `Someone is F then it looks very much as though that original judgement was 
based on the information that a was F and that I=a, i. e. it was based on an 
identification. And now the difference between the two forms of IEM is entirely eroded. 
Thus, if the proponent of IEM* wishes that notion to be distinguished from the standard 

conception of IEM, he or she had better not make this change to the formulation. 

I take it, then, that IEM* is not a particularly interesting phenomenon in its own 

right. Of course, the fact (if it is one) that some judgements are infallible or groundless 
is philosophically interesting, but we knew that already. Infallibility is just a special 

case of first-person authority. As we have already allowed that the phenomenon of first- 

person authority requires an explanation, it seems unnecessary to speak of IEM*, and it 

is particularly misleading to treat it as if it were a distinct phenomenon21. 

2.5 The No Reference View 

Now that we have a decent view of the phenomena of guaranteed reference, first-person 

authority and IEM, we can look at the claim that they are best explained by versions of 

the no reference view. I begin with guaranteed reference. Since guaranteed reference 

holds for all `I'-thoughts its explanation must be similarly general. It will have to be 

explained by the extreme version of the no reference view according to which `I'- 

thoughts never refer. The no reference view, rather than explaining guaranteed 

21 This is somewhat unfair to Wright, 1998, who suggests that IEM* is not a particularly interesting 

phenomenon, since it is a trivial consequence of groundlessness. But whilst Wright correctly points out 
that groundlessness is sufficient for IEM*, the point of the present discussion is to argue that 

groundlessness (or infallibility) is both necessary and sufficient for IEM*. 
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reference, explains it away. According to the no reference view, self-ascriptions do not 

refer to the person who thinks them, they do not refer at all. It is no surprise then that 

they cannot fail to refer, referring is not their function. The no reference view explains 
the guarantee that `I'-thoughts have against reference failure, not by explaining how 

they are guaranteed to refer, but by showing that there is no question of success or 
failure here. 

22 The no reference view is defended and put to this very use by Anscombe. 

Anscombe presents a host of considerations against the view that `I' is ever a referring 

expression. Although Anscombe's arguments are stated at the level of language, I take it 

that she would suppose them to have analogues at the level of thought. The central case 

against treating `I' as a referring expression is the following: first, Anscombe takes it 

that if `I' is a referring expression, then it is an expression whose reference is, in a 

certain sense, guaranteed. Second, she thinks that if `I' is a referring expression it must 

be understood on the model of either a proper name, a demonstrative, or an abbreviation 

of a definite description. Further, each of these kinds of referring expression requires, 

what Anscombe calls, a `conception' by means of which it reaches its referent. This 

conception must be such as to explain the guaranteed reference of 'I'. However, the 

argument continues, no satisfactory conception can be specified for 'I': either it fails to 

deliver up guaranteed reference, or it succeeds but only by delivering a immaterial soul. 

Since there are no immaterial souls, it follows that `I' cannot be understood on the 

model of proper name, demonstrative or definite description. It follows from this that `I' 

is not a referring expression. The analogous conclusion at the level of thought is that `I'- 

thoughts are not self-referential, and this is the extreme version of the no reference 

view. 

There are a number of ways in which Anscombe's argument can be challenged. 

It might be argued (as in Evans, 1982, Ch. 7) that `I' follows the model of `here' or 

`now'. Or Anscombe's claim that every referring expression must be associated with a 

conception might be challenged. Finally, it could be pointed out that guaranteed 

reference could be explained by some means other than the conception associated with 

T. I will not directly challenge Anscombe's argument. But I will give reason to think 

22 Anscombe, 1975. Discussions of Anscombe's arguments can be divided into those who, broadly 

speaking, agree with her position, and those who do not. Those who agree include, Clarke, 1978, Kenny, 

1979, and Malcolm, 1979. Those who disagree include, White, 1979, Hamilton, 1991, Brandom, 1994, 

pp. 552-561, McDowell, 1998, and Harcourt, 2000. The Wittgensteinian/Anscombian view is criticised in 

Glock and Hacker, 1996. However, they suggest that `I' is "best seen as a degenerate or limiting case of a 

referring expression" (1996, pp. 95). 
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that her conclusion must be false. If an argument can be mounted successfully against 

the more moderate `no reference in central cases' view, then Anscombe's position will 
fall with it. For if it can be shown that central cases of `I'-thoughts are self-referential, it 

has already been shown that the extreme view is false. The rest of this chapter 

constitutes my argument against the more moderate version of the no reference view, 

and so also against Anscombe's position. It will also be argued that there is another, 

more satisfactory, explanation of guaranteed reference, thus rendering the no reference 

view explanatorily redundant. 

2.6 Non-Factualism 

Whilst guaranteed reference is a feature of all `I'-thoughts, first-person authority and 
IEM are features of the central cases only. An adequate explanation of these phenomena 

must reflect this. One view, inspired by certain remarks of Wittgenstein, is that such an 

explanation is to be found in non-factualism about self-ascriptions. The idea is that non- 
factualism will allow us to explain away both of these phenomena. The further claim is 

that the truth of non-factualism about mental self-ascriptions entails that central cases of 
first-person thought are not self-referential. 

Non-factualism is best seen as the rejection of certain assumptions of what we 

might call the standard picture23. According to the standard picture, mental self- 

ascriptions are utterances that express propositions, are straightforwardly true or false, 

function as assertions, and the acceptance of which is constituted by a belief in the 

proposition expressed. Indeed, they are not only believed but known to be true in some, 

yet to be explained, direct manner. To clarify, let us take as an example of a mental self- 

ascription, an utterance of, `I have a headache'. The standard picture claims that this 

self-ascription expresses the proposition that I have a headache, and that its expressing 

this proposition is (at least partly) constitutive of its having the meaning it does. The 

self-ascription represents me as having a headache. If I have a headache the self- 

ascription will be true, if I have no headache it will be false. To say that this self- 

ascription is an assertion is to say that it is put forward as a truth, in uttering it I commit 

myself to its truth. When I accept a self-ascription I believe the proposition that is 

23 In thinking about non-factualism I have been greatly helped by discussions with Mark Kalderon, who 

also kindly allowed me to read a draft of his forthcoming book, Moral Fictionalism. Much of what I have 

to say in the rest of this chapter is directly influenced by that work. 
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expressed. When I utter, `I have a headache', I do so because I accept that sentence, that 

is I believe that I have a headache. 

Non-factualism rejects all of these assumptions of the standard picture. The non- 
factualist about mental self-ascriptions claims that they are non-representational, they 

do not express propositions, rather their meaning is fixed by the fact that they express 

the first-order state that they appear to represent. As a consequence, they do not 

function as assertions, and acceptance of a mental self-ascription is not belief. Some 

quotations from Wittgenstein will help us to get a feel for this view. Directly after he 

first introduces the notion of IEM (quoted at length above), Wittgenstein offers a non- 

factualist explanation, 

And now this way of stating our idea suggests itself: that it is impossible that in making the statement "I 

have a toothache" I should have mistaken another person for myself, as it is to moan with pain by 

mistake, having mistaken someone else for me. To say "I have pain" is no more a statement about a 

particular person than moaning is. (Wittgenstein, 1958, p. 67) 

Wittgenstein makes essentially the same point in Philosophical Investigations. It is 

worth quoting Wittgenstein at length here, as it is useful to see the connections between 

this and the material already quoted, 

"When I say `I am in pain', I do not point to a person who is in pain, since in a certain sense I have no 

idea who is"... I did not say that such-and-such a person was in pain, but "I am... " Now in saying this I do 

not name any person. Just as I don't name anyone when I groan with pain... What does it mean to know 

who is in pain? It means, for example, to know which man in this room is in pain: for instance, that it is 

the one sitting over there with the fair hair, and so on. -What am I getting at? At the fact that there is a 

great variety of criteria for personal `identity'... Now which of them determines my saying that `I' am in 

pain? None. (Wittgenstein, 1953, §404) 

Wittgenstein's suggestion is that utterances in which `I' is used as subject (are IEM) are 

expressive rather than representational. Furthermore, since he seems to take mental self- 

ascriptions to be IEM quite generally, it would seem that he is offering a non-factualist 

account of mental self-ascriptions. Another passage which might be taken to support 

such a view is the following, 

Here is one possibility: words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation 

and used in their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk to him and teach him 

exclamations and, later, sentences. They teach him new pain behaviour... "So you are saying that the 
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word `pain' really means crying? "-On the contrary: the verbal expression of pain replaces crying and 
does not describe it. (Wittgenstein, 1953, §244) 

Here we see Wittgenstein suggesting that mental self-ascriptions are expressive rather 
than representational24. If this view is correct, the weak version of the no reference view 
is vindicated. For, on this account, the central cases of self-consciousness do not 

represent the subject as being a certain way. But, if this is the case, the central cases of 

self-consciousness are not self-referential. 
It is extremely natural for a worry to arise at this point. The conceptual 

connection between self-consciousness and self-reference upon which the Body Claim 

rests is supposed to hold at the level of thought. But non-factualism is standardly taken 

to be a thesis concerning language. After all, its central claims concern assertion and 

expression. Why should the proponent of the Body Claim be worried about the idea that 

certain linguistic self-ascriptions are not self-referential? The simple answer is that it 

would be extremely odd to think that an utterance of `I have a headache' does not 

express the proposition that I have a headache, whilst the corresponding thought does 

express that proposition. Non-factualism about mental self-ascriptions seems to sit more 

comfortably with the view that self-ascriptions in thought are non-representational, that 

they do not represent the thinker as being a certain way. If non-factualism is true the 

linguistic expression of central cases of self-consciousness are not referential, and this 

pushes us towards the view that the first-person thoughts themselves are not self- 

referential. As such, the defender of the Body Claim does have a reason to be concerned 

about non-factualism. 

The central claim of non-factualism is the non-representational character of 

mental self-ascriptions. 

The Non-Representation Thesis: Mental self-ascriptions do not express propositions 

which represent the subject as having some mental property. 

24 Recall my qualms about interpreting Wittgenstein. That Wittgenstein is probably not making a general 

claim is supported in the following passage, "A cry in not a description. But there are transitions. And the 

words "I am afraid" may approximate more, or less, to being a cry. They may come quite close to this and 

also be far removed from it. " (Wittgenstein, 1953, Part II, p. 189). Also, note the emphasis in this 
following, "`I believe... ' throws light on my state. Conclusions about my conduct can be drawn from this 

expression. So there is a similarity to expressions of emotion, or mood, etc. " (Wittgenstein, 1953, Part II, 

p. 191). Furthermore, Wittgenstein's denial that the word `pain' really means crying, quoted in the main 
text, suggests that he does not accept non-factualism as I have been formulating it. 
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This is the point that Wittgenstein makes when he denies that the sentence ̀ I have a 

pain' is a statement about a particular person, that it describes the subject. Given certain 

plausible assumptions, several other thesis follow from the non-representation thesis. 
One such assumption is that truth and falsity is primarily a property of propositions. 
Sentences are true or false in virtue of expressing true or false propositions. It follows 

that non-factualism is committed to the following claim, 

The Non-Truth-Evaluable Thesis: Mental self-ascriptions are neither true nor false in 

the standard sense25. 

Another plausible assumption is that both belief and assertion are relations between a 

speaker and a proposition26. When a subject asserts that P he or she holds the assertion 

relation to the proposition that P. Similarly, when a subject believes that P he or she 
holds the belief relation to the proposition that P. It follows that the non-factualist is 

committed to the following two theses, 

The Non-Assertion Thesis: The assertive utterance of a mental self-ascription is not 

the assertion of a proposition. 

The Non-Cognitivist Thesis: The acceptance of a mental self-ascription is not belief in 

a proposition. 

The non-factualist's acceptance of the non-cognitivist thesis should presumably be 

thought to involve a commitment to the view that mental self-ascriptions are not known. 

These are all negative claims that the non-factualist makes concerning mental self- 

ascriptions, but the non-factualist is committed to some positive claims also. In 

particular, the non-factualist claims that rather than representing the subject as being a 

certain way, mental self-ascriptions are expressive of the first-order state they appear to 

represent. For example, an utterance of `I have a headache' does not represent the 

utterer as having a headache, rather it is an expression of the headache that is had. But 

here we have reached a confusion in terminology. I have been speaking of sentences 

expressing propositions, this is a semantic relation. But now we are told that utterances 

25 This is consistent with self-ascriptions being true* or false* in some non-standard sense. 
26 For the purposes of this chapter I disregard the objections raised by Lewis, 1979, to the view that belief 

is a relation to a proposition. 
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express mental states, and this is a pragmatic relation. Indeed, most philosophers who 
have discussed this type of non-factualism have referred to it as expressivism. Kalderon 

(forthcoming) suggests the term `convey' for this pragmatic relation, but he defers to 

established usage. To avoid confusion, I will use the somewhat cumbersome ̀ c-express' 

and its cognates, to refer to the relation that non-factualists claim holds between mental 

self-ascriptions and the first-order mental states they appear to represent. The non- 
factualist thus holds, 

The C-Expression Thesis: Mental self-ascriptions c-express (convey) the first-order 

mental states they appear to represent. 

There is one final claim made by the non-factualist which is central to the position. This 

is a claim about the meaning of mental self-ascriptions. Standardly, when a sentence 

expresses a proposition the meaning of that sentence consists (at least partly) in its 

expressing that proposition. Of course, since the non-factualist denies that mental self- 

ascriptions express propositions, this view is unavailable. The non-factualist claims, 

rather, that the meaning of mental self-ascriptions consists in their c-expressing the first- 

order states they appear to represent. Thus, 

The Semantic Thesis: The meaning of a mental self-ascription does not (even partly) 

consist in its expressing a proposition. Rather, the meaning of a mental self-ascription 

consists entirely in its c-expressing the first-order state it appears to represent. 

These then are the central commitments of non-factualism about mental self-ascriptions. 

We can now ask how it is that non-factualism explains the phenomena of first-person 

authority and IEM. 

Above, I characterized first-person authority by saying that if I sincerely judge `I 

am in pain', then the chances are that I am in pain. The non-factualist focuses on this 

way of saying what first-person authority is. The non-factualist's acceptance of the non- 

truth-evaluable thesis and the non-cognitive thesis prevents him or her from saying 

either of the following things: (i) Sincere mental self-ascriptions are, to a greater or 

lesser extent, guaranteed to be true, (ii) Each person has `direct' and authoritative 

knowledge of their own mental states. As such, there is a sense in which non-factualists 
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deny self-knowledge-the position is a dissolution rather than a solution to problems 

arising from the phenomenon of first-person authority. Hence, Wittgenstein's remark, 

I can know what someone else is thinking, not what I am thinking. 

It is correct to say "I know what you are thinking", and wrong to say "I know what I am thinking. " 

(A whole cloud of philosophy condensed into a drop of grammar. ) (Wittgenstein, 1953, Pt. II, p. 222) 

Non-factualists claim that mental self-ascriptions are not, in the normal circumstances, 
knowledgeable. Thus, there is no problem in explaining how we come about such 
knowledge. Since self-ascriptions are c-expressive rather than representational, there is 

nothing there to know. All there is to be explained is that a sincere utterance of, say, `I 

am in pain' is a highly reliable indicator that the utterer is in pain. This, it seems, is well 

explained by the c-expression thesis. For, self-ascriptions are, when sincere, c- 

expressions of the first-order states they appear to represent. But if a sincere utterance is 

a c-expression of a state, then it is a highly reliable indicator of the existence of that 

state in the same way that, for example, a groan is a highly reliable indicator of the 

existence of a pain state. It seems, then, that non-factualism does provide a good 

deflationary account of first-person authority. 

We must also ask how successful non-factualism is in explaining the 

phenomenon of IEM. To put matters roughly, IEM is a feature of self-ascriptions that 

employ no criteria of identity of the subject. They are self-ascriptions that do not rest on 

an identification-component. And now it seems that non-factualism, if true, explains 

this phenomenon. For mere c-expressions of mental states employ no criteria of identity 

of the subject (or anything else), for the reason that they do not represent the subject (or 

anything else). Thus, if self-ascriptions are given a non-factualist reading, they will turn 

out to be IEM. As Wittgenstein puts it, 

it is impossible that in making the statement "I have a toothache" I should have mistaken another person 

for myself, as it is to moan with pain by mistake, having mistaken someone else for me. (Wittgenstein, 

1958, p. 67) 

There is one worry, however, concerning the power of non-factualism to explain IEM. 

Non-factualism is a thesis about mental self-ascriptions only. Nobody would claim that 

physical self-ascriptions are c-expressive of the states that they appear to describe. It 

follows that non-factualism can only give a full explanation of IEM if IEM is a feature 
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of mental self-ascriptions only. However, some have claimed that IEM is a feature of 

some physical self-ascriptions also27. 
There are at least three ways in which the non-factualist could respond to this 

worry. First, they could simply deny that any physical self-ascriptions are IEM, on the 

grounds that they are not c-expressive. Second, they could attempt to show how 

physical self-ascriptions `borrow' their IEM from mental self-ascriptions, upon which 

they are based28. Third, they could agree that non-factualism only gives a partial 

explanation of IEM but, it must be said, an explanation of the most central cases of 

IEM. Whichever way the non-factualist goes, it is clear that he or she has at least the 

beginnings of an explanation of IEM. When this is coupled with the explanation of first- 

person authority, non-factualism does have some explanatory success. 
Before moving on to the reasons for thinking non-factualism an unacceptable 

view, I will say something about the c-expression thesis. I have already given one 

reason for thinking that expressivism is not a good label for the non-factualist view (the 

ambiguity of the word `express'), but there is another reason. This second reason is that 

the standard picture of mental self-ascriptions as representational and so on, can happily 

accept the c-expression thesis. In fact, there is a sense in which the proponent of the 

standard picture is more of an expressivist than is the non-factualist. 

To use a phrase taken from Wittgenstein, a c-expression of a mental state 

`throws light on my state'. An interesting, and less metaphorical, analysis of c- 

expression is given by Taylor, 1979. Taylor regards a c-expression as a bodily 

manifestation of a state which reveals that state by communicating it to others29. This 

view correctly entails that crying out c-expresses pain, smiling c-expresses joy, etc. 

Non-factualism claims that mental self-ascriptions c-express the first-order 

states they appear to represent. Is this plausible? Let 0 range over the psychological 

verbs of which non-factualism is supposed to hold30. What, if anything, does an 

utterance of '10 (that) P' c-express? Let us first take belief: `I believe that P'. It seems 

reasonable to say that this utterance is a bodily manifestation of the belief that P which 

reveals that state by communicating it to others. This sits well with the fact that uttering 

27 The first to claim this was Evans, 1982, Ch. 7. 
28 Wright, 1998, §2, suggests something like this. 
29 This is a very rough gloss on Taylor's much more nuanced view. I would not wish to commit myself to 

Taylor's view of c-expression. I do have concerns, especially with the `communication' aspect. This is 

especially clear for my own purposes, since I am primarily interested in thought, not language. 
30 The following is easily modified to allow for those self-ascriptions where the mental term appears as an 

adjective, e. g. `I am in pain' or `I am happy'. 
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`I believe that P' c-expresses a commitment to the truth of P. But what is a commitment 
to the truth of P if not a belief that P? If this is correct, the self-ascription of belief will, 

as the non-factualist maintains, indeed c-express the mental state it appears to represent. 
However, the standard picture can accept this point. There is no obvious reason 

to think that accepting the c-expression thesis undermines the claim that mental self- 

ascriptions are representational, etc. Furthermore, unless one is already committed (as is 

the non-factualist) to the view that acceptance of `I believe that P' is not belief, there 

appears little reason for denying that `I believe that P' is a bodily manifestation of the 

second-order belief that I believe that P which reveals that state by communicating it to 

others. The proponent of the standard picture can consistently maintain that acceptance 

of `I believe that P' is belief and that an utterance of that sentence is c-expressive of that 

(second-order) belief. Thus, the proponent of the standard picture can claim that an 

utterance of `I believe that P' c-expresses both the state of believing that P, and the state 

of believing that one believes that P. It is in this sense that the proponent of the standard 

picture is being more of an expressivist than the non-factualist, for the non-factualist 
denies that an utterance of `I believe that P' is c-expressive of the belief that one 
believes that P as, according to the non-factualist, there is no such belief. 

What about self-ascriptions of other kinds of mental predicates, such as ̀ I hope 

that P', `I want such-and-such' and so on. In each case, it is highly intuitive to say that 

the self-ascription c-expresses the first-order state it appears to describe. Indeed, it is 

reasonable to think that the c-expression thesis is quite generally true for mental self- 

ascriptions. Utterances of mental self-ascriptions are c-expressive of the first-order 

states they appear to describe. We can see that not only is this compatible with the 

standard picture of mental self-ascriptions, but the proponent of the standard picture is 

also perfectly free to claim that utterances of mental self-ascriptions are also c- 

expressive of the second order belief in/knowledge of the proposition that 10 (that) P. 

Thus, self-ascriptions are doubly c-expressive. 

It might be objected that it is implausible to think that a single piece of (verbal) 

behaviour could be c-expressive of two distinct states31. On this view, since self- 

ascriptions typically c-express the first-order states they appear to represent, they cannot 

c-express any second-order state. But this view has little to recommend it. My violent 

outburst may well express both my rage and my insecurity. To defend such a view, we 

would need to be given an account of what c-expression is which precluded one 

31 Jacobsen, 1996, makes such a claim. 
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utterance from c-expressing two distinct states. But it is seems likely that any such 

account would be a defective account of c-expression. 

2.7 The Frege-Geach Problem 

There are a family of arguments, made familiar by Geach, 1965, against the form of 

non-factualism I have been discussing. This has become known as the Frege-Geach 

problem. Roughly speaking, the Frege-Geach problem consists in pointing out that the 

set of sentences that the non-factualist claims are c-expressions (in this case, mental 

self-ascriptions) can occur in contexts in which they cannot be expressions of anything. 
The first difficulty for the non-factualist involves inferences. Consider the following 

instance of modus ponens: 

(1) If I believe that P, then I should believe that Q. 

(2) I believe that P. 

Therefore, 

(3) 1 should believe that Q. 

On the face of it this is a valid argument. But in order for an instance of modus ponens 

to be valid both the antecedent of the first premise and the second premise must have 

the same meaning. If they differ in meaning, the argument will be invalid due to 

equivocation. According to non-factualism, the second premise does not express a 

proposition, rather its meaning consists in its c-expressing the belief that P. The problem 

arises when we notice that the antecedent of the first premise does not c-express the 

belief that P. The first premise can be sincerely uttered by someone who fails to believe 

that P. indeed by someone who believes not-P. If the antecedent of the first premise 

does not function as a c-expression of the belief that P, then its meaning cannot consist 

in its c-expressing the belief that P. So according to the non-factualist this argument is 

invalid. But this is disastrous as it casts doubt upon the coherence of a large portion of 

our capacity for practical and theoretical reasoning, for it is plausible to think that the 

kind of reasoning displayed in the above example occurs in much of our rational 
32 decision making. 

32 The importance of this kind of first-personal reasoning is stressed in Burge, 1998. 

39 



The second difficulty for the non-factualist about mental self-ascriptions 
involves negation. According to the non-factualist mental self-ascriptions have no truth- 

values or, at least, are neither true nor false in the standard sense. But, in this case, what 
are we to make of an utterance of `It is not the case that I believe that P'? Negation is an 
operation which reverses truth-values. If the mental self-ascription has no truth-value, 
then its negation is meaningless. But of course this is not the case. Therefore the 

occurrence of `I believe that P' which appears after the negation operator must differ in 

meaning from the standard assertive utterance. To this it might be responded that `It is 

not the case that I believe that P' c-expresses the belief that not-P. But this is false, for 
in uttering `It is not the case that I believe that P' I might be giving voice to my 
agnosticism regarding P. A better response is to argue that there is a kind of truth, 
truth*, according to which c-expressions can be true*. But the defender of this view 
owes us an account of truth* and of negation*. 

A third difficulty for non-factualism is that it appears to make intersubjective 

conversation about one's mental states near impossible. If my utterance of `I believe 

that P' does not express the proposition that I believe that P, then it means something 
different from your utterance of `You believe that P'. We are talking past each other. 
Worse, when I utter `I believe that P' it is impossible for you to believe what I said, 

since I have not expressed a proposition and belief is a relation between a subject and a 

proposition. It might be argued that my utterance c-expresses my belief that P, and so in 

believing me, you bear the belief relation to the proposition that P. But this is wrong, as 
it should be possible for you to assent to what I said without thereby believing P. A 

theist can agree with my utterance of `I believe that God does not exist'. The problem is 

that, according to non-factualism, first and third-person utterances of mental predicates 

differ in meaning. As Heal puts it, on this view, "our psychological talk fragments into 

two unrelated halves" (Heal, 2002, p. 3). 

This semantic ambiguity concerning the first and third-person also infects the 

present and past-tense. Presumably the past-tense `I believed that P' expresses the 

proposition that I believed that P. It cannot be a c-expression of my belief that P, for I 

may no longer have that belief. But if I can assert the proposition that I believed that P, 

why can I not assert the same thing at a time which requires the present-tense 

formulation? Wittgenstein considers and rejects this line of thought in the following, 
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"But surely `I believed' must tell of just the same thing in the past as `I believe' in the present! "-Surely 
q-1 must mean just the same in relation to -1, as I1 means in relation to 1! This means nothing at all. 
(Wittgenstein, 1953, Part II, §X) 

But the analogy is a weak one. The difference is that the truth of `I believe that P' at t, 

entails the truth of `I believed that P' at t2. No such relation holds between 4-1 and 41. 

One might be tempted to say that `I believed that P' c-expresses my memory of 
believing that P. But this still leaves us with semantic ambiguity: the meaning of the 

present-tense self-ascription is constituted by its c-expressing a belief, the meaning of 
the past-tense self-ascription is constituted by its c-expressing a memory. 

Finally, an objection has recently been put forward to non-factualism based on 

minimalism about truth33. Minimalism about truth is the view that all there is to truth is 

the disquotation schema: ̀ P' is true if and only if P. According to minimalism, P can be 

replaced by any grammatically suitable sentence, and mental self-ascriptions are clearly 

grammatically suitable sentences. Thus, self-ascriptions have truth conditions. For 

example, `I am in pain' is true if and only if I am in pain. It follows that, at least, the 

non-truth-evaluable thesis is false. Without this, it is suggested, non-factualism 

collapses. For, the falsity of the other components of non-factualism follows from the 
falsity of the non-truth-evaluable thesis34 

These objections to non-factualism about mental self-ascriptions are formidable. 

And if non-factualism about mental self-ascriptions is false, it cannot explain first- 

person authority or IEM. If non-factualism is false, we need to come up with alternative 

explanations. It is worth, then, seeing if the view can be salvaged. One way of doing 

this would be to attempt to develop non-factualism in such a way as to accommodate 

the claim that self-ascriptions have the semantic structure they appear to have. This 

response usually attempts to draw a parallel between self-ascriptions and performatives. 
3s For reasons that will become clear, I shall call this view Fictionalism 

33 See, in particular, Wright, 1992. 
34 Of course, this final argument relies on the truth of minimalism. One might want to reject it, then, by 

rejecting the claim that the disquotation schema tells us all there is to know about truth. As Jacobsen, 
1996, points out, this option is not open to Wittgenstein, who appears to accept minimalism. 
35 It might be thought that non-factualism could be salvaged by attempting to construct a `logic of 
attitudes', thereby providing a quasi-realistic theory of self-ascriptions. This is the option, suggested in 
the main text, of attempting to give sense to notions such as truth* and negation*. On quasi-realism, see 
Blackburn, 1984, Ch. 6. I do not have the space to explore this option here, but I have some reservations. 
First, the complications of constructing an alternative logic are to be avoided if possible. If a simpler 
theory is in the offing it should be tried and tested first. Second, there are serious doubts about the success 
of the quasi-realist programme, see Hale, 1993. 
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2.8 Fictionalism 

Whist the Frege-Geach problem spells the end of non-factualism, some of its central 
theses remain unscathed. For example, although he is no non-factualist Wright (1998. 

p. 36) denies that the Frege-Geach problem has any real force against a suitably 
sophisticated view36. He regards the problem as showing that self-ascriptions such as ̀ I 
believe that P' have truth-evaluable content, but fall short of showing that they assert 
anything. He cites performatives as a model: `I promise to pay' has truth-evaluable 

content, yet in uttering the sentence I do not assert that content. On this picture of 

performatives, `I promise to pay' is true if and only if I promise to pay, and is therefore 
true every time sincerely uttered. This explains the fact that `I promise to pay' can be 

meaningfully negated, appear in instances of modus ponens etc. However, in uttering `I 

promise to pay', I have not asserted that I promise to pay. Rather, I have promised to 

pay. 
Looking back to the six theses of non-factualism, this position rejects the non- 

representation thesis, the non-truth-evaluable thesis and the semantic thesis. That is, 

mental self-ascriptions do express propositions, and so can be true or false, and their 

meanings are (at least partly) constituted by their expressing those propositions. 

Rejecting these theses allows us to accept all the morals of the Frege-Geach point. 

However, we are still in a position to accept the non-assertion thesis, the non-cognitive 

thesis and the c-expression thesis. That is, the assertive utterance of a mental self- 

ascription is not assertion, the acceptance of a mental self-ascription is not belief, and 

mental self-ascriptions c-express the first-order mental states they (actually) represent. 

This view I will refer to as fictionalism. 

The fictionalist view takes over that part of the standard picture of mental self- 

ascriptions which pertains to semantics. The meanings of mental self-ascriptions are just 

as we pre-theoretically expect them to be. However, fictionalism takes over that aspect 

of non-factualism which pertains to pragmatics. Although mental self-ascriptions are 

representational, accepting one does not amount to believing it, and uttering one does 

not amount to asserting it. The same can be said, it is suggested, about performatives 37. 

36 Variations of this view are defended in Jacobsen, 1996, Bar-On, 2000, and Bar-On & Long, 2001. The 
issues are subtly discussed in Falvey, 2000, who endorses the c-expression thesis but not the other aspects 
of non-factualism or factionalism. 
37 This is, of course, in opposition to Austin, "None of the [performative] utterances cited is either true or 
false: I assert this as obvious and do not argue it" (1962, p. 6). The view that performatives are, in fact, 

truth-evaluable is expressed in Lewis, 1970, p. 224, and Davidson, 1968, p. 107. 
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It is not clear to me, however, that the model of performatives is really helpful 

here. Is it true that when I utter, `I promise to pay you on Tuesday' I neither assert nor 
believe the proposition expressed? Here is an intuitive argument against such a view. If, 

on hearing my utterance, Bill says ̀ Smith said that he promised to pay on Tuesday', Bill 

has said something true. But surely this means nothing other than `Smith asserted that 

he promised to pay'. To assert something is to put it forward as true, and when I say `I 

promise to pay on Tuesday' I put it forward as true that I promise to pay on Tuesday. 

Furthermore, there seems no obvious reason to think that in accepting the sentence ̀ I 

promise to pay on Tuesday' I do not believe that proposition expressed. What could 
justify such a claim? 

This may not convince many. But there is another reason to think that, whilst 

there is an analogy between mental self-ascriptions and performatives, the analogy is far 

from complete. For, for the most part, performatives are self-constituting. By this I 

mean that by sincerely uttering a performative sentence one thereby makes it true. It is 

my saying that I promise to pay on Tuesday that makes it true that I promise to pay on 

Tuesday. This self-constituting feature of performative utterances is not shared by 

mental self-ascriptions. Certainly sincere utterances of mental self-ascriptions are 

invariably true, but this is not because they make themselves true. Uttering `I believe 

that P' does not make it true that I believe that P. So much appears to be clear38. 

A better model is fictional discourse (hence the label). When I say, ̀ Holmes is a 

great detective', I have uttered a sentence which is representational, expresses a 

proposition which (at least in part) constitutes its meaning, and is either true or false. 

However, I have not asserted that proposition, and in accepting the sentence I do not 

believe the proposition it expresses. In fictional discourse we do not assert or believe the 

propositions expressed by the sentences we utter for the reason that we do not think 

them literally true. We speak `within the fiction'. Here, then, is a better model for 

understanding fictionalism about mental self-ascriptions. 

But the fact, if it is one, that fictionalism is internally consistent and not worried 

by the Frege-Geach problem is not the end of the matter. For we have yet to see whether 

it manages to adequately explain first-person authority and IEM. Fictionalism offers 

less satisfactory an explanation of first-person authority than does non-factualism. Non- 

factualism rejected the idea that self-ascriptions were representational, and that they 

were truth-evaluable in the standard sense. Thus, says the non-factualist, there is 

3S Pace Heal, 2002. 
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nothing to be known (hence the non-cognitivist thesis). First-person authority is not a 
matter of direct knowledge of mental states. Rather, it is simply that self-ascriptions are 
reliable indicators of a person's mental state. Fictionalism, on the other hand, allows 
that mental self-ascriptions are both representational and truth-evaluable. But now self- 
ascriptions express propositions which might, or might not, be known. Instead of 
likening mental self-ascriptions to groans of pain, of which it makes no sense to ask 
whether they are known, the fictionalist admits that they have content; that they say 
something. The fictionalist is now in a position to say that when mental self-ascriptions 
are sincere, they will, for the most part, be true. But, this is a less satisfactory 
explanation than the one given by non-factualism, for there is a further question to be 

answered, ̀ Are mental self-ascriptions known? '. If the answer is yes, we have rejected 
the fictionalist non-cognitivist thesis and must explain how it is that they are known. If 

the answer is no, we can legitimately ask why not. Both non-factualism and fictionalism 
deny self-knowledge, but non-factualism has good reason-it makes no sense to say 
that mere c-expressions are known-fictionalism provides no such reason. 

How good an explanation can fictionalism give of IEM? Non-factualism 

explained IEM by pointing out that mere c-expressions of mental states employ no 

criteria of identity of the subject. Since self-ascriptions do not refer to the person who 

utters them, there is no need for any criteria of identity to be employed in securing that 

reference. But the fictionalist claims that self-reference does occur in self-ascriptions. 
We have now lost our explanation of IEM. The fact that self-ascriptions are c- 

expressive does not help to show how it is that they employ no criteria of identity, for 

they are no longer mere c-expressions. The fact that the acceptance of a mental self- 

ascription is not belief is no help here. It remains that self-ascriptions are 

representational. This is true for both language and thought. In thinking the thought `I 

have a headache', I have thought a thought with self-referential, representational 

content. The fictionalist claim is that I do not bear the belief relation to this thought. But 

if there is reference we are owed an explanation of how it is that errors of 

misidentification do not occur. Fictionalism does not provide such an explanation. 

This last point should spell the end of our concern with fictionalism as a putative 

obstacle to the Body Claim's reliance on a conceptual connection between self- 

consciousness and self-reference. Fictionalism is not a version of the no reference view. 

According to fictionalism, mental self-ascriptions are representational, they represent 

the subject as being a certain way. But to do this, they must refer to the subject. Thus, 
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even if fictionalism about mental self-ascriptions did provide a good explanation of 
first-person authority and IEM, it gives us no reason to doubt the conceptual connection 
between self-consciousness and self-reference. 

2.9 Explaining the First-Person Guarantees 

If, as we have seen reason to believe, the view that there is no self-reference in the 

central cases of first-person thought is false, then the view that `I'-thoughts are all non- 

referential is false. This means than none of the first-person guarantees with which we 
began have been adequately explained. In the present section I suggest how we might 

proceed in giving such explanations. 
Let me begin with guaranteed reference. Guaranteed reference is explained by 

the self-reference rule. What needed explanation was that `I' cannot fail to refer through 

there being either too many or too few objects. The self-reference rule easily explains 

this. The rule, which determines the reference for each and every utterance of `I', states 

that an utterance of `I' refers to the person who utters it. When I utter a sentence 

containing `I', my intended reference is mysel/9. But since `I' cannot be uttered by 

anyone who does not exist, `I' cannot fail to refer due to the lack of existence of its 

intended object. 

Similarly, the self-reference rule explains why `I' is immune to reference-failure 

through there being too many objects. A single token of `I' cannot be uttered by two 

distinct people. If two people utter `I', even if they are in the same place at the same 

time, there will be two utterances of `I', each one referring to the person who produced 

it. So the self-reference rule determines that `I' cannot fail to refer through there being 

too many objects. Everything that goes for language in this context also goes for 

thought. These explanations are, I claim, far more natural and satisfactory that either 

non-factualism or Anscombe's no-reference thesis. Of course this explanation relies on 

the self-reference rule and, as was pointed out in chapter one, there exist some reasons 

for thinking that there may be exceptions to the self-reference rule. But, of course, any 

reason for thinking that there are exceptions to the self-reference rule is also a reason for 

thinking that there are exceptions to guaranteed reference. This does not impugn the 

explanation. 

39 Anscombe, 1975, thinks this problematic because circular. For criticism see, O'Brien, 1994. This issue 

does not matter for the present purposes. 
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The task of explaining first-person authority is huge and this is not the place to 

take it on. I will, therefore, limit myself to explaining why non-factualism and 
fictionalism point us in the wrong direction. In their explanations of first-person 

authority, both non-factualism and fictionalism rely on the c-expression thesis. Earlier I 

said that self-ascriptions are, when sincere, c-expressions of the first-order states they 

appear to represent. Now if a sincere utterance is a c-expression of a state S, then it is a 
highly reliable indicator of the existence of S. Just as a groan is a highly reliable 
indicator of the existence of a pain state. But there are at least two reasons to think that 

this is, after all, not an adequate deflationary account of first-person authority. First, as 
Heal has argued, "for all we know there will be a fair number of false positives" (Heal, 

2002, p. 9). The c-expression thesis does not rule out the possibility that a subject may 
frequently sincerely utter `I believe that P', when no belief is being expressed. Just as it 

is conceivable that a subject may, in good faith, be disposed to groan with pain even 
though they feel none, so a subject may, in good faith, be disposed to utter `I believe 

that P' even though they do not. The second worry concerns the concentration on 
language rather than thought40. Let us suppose that the c-expression thesis can provide a 
deflationary explanation of the first-person authority we enjoy over our utterances of 

mental self-ascriptions. We still have not explained first-person authority in its entirety, 
for we are strongly inclined to say that a subject knows what he or she is thinking, 

desiring, feeling, etc. even if he or she displays no overt behaviour. The c-expression 

thesis is a thesis about (linguistic) behaviour. But first-person authority is a 

phenomenon which seems not to be adequately captured by an account of how subjects 

behave. First-person authority is something which is available to a subject who is not in 

a position to express any of his or her states behaviourally. These criticisms apply to 

both the non-factualist and fictionalist accounts of first-person authority. Whatever the 

correct account of first-person is, it should not rely on the c-expression thesis. 

The explanation of IEM is to be found in the postulation of, what I shall call, 

`single-object faculties'. Discussions of IEM tend to concern the question whether such- 

and-such faculty for gaining knowledge gives rise to judgements which are IEM. Thus, 

there have been debates as to whether judgements based on memory or bodily- 

awareness are IEM. What needs to be made clear is how one might go about claiming 

that self-ascriptions based on bodily-awareness or self-locating perceptions are IEM. 

That is, we need an answer to the question, what is it that one needs to claim about a 

40 See Wright, 1998, p. 37. 
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given faculty for gaining knowledge about oneself, f in order to secure the claim that 

self-ascriptions based on f are IEM? 

One way of doing this is to claim that f is necessarily a way of gaining 

knowledge of only one object41; what we might call a `single object faculty'. Take the 

case of bodily-awareness. If one holds that bodily-awareness is necessarily awareness of 

one's own body42, it seems that one will have all the materials required for a defence of 

the claim that self-ascriptions based on bodily-awareness are IEM. If bodily-awareness 

is necessarily an awareness of one's own body, it follows that one cannot be aware, via 

bodily-awareness, of the body of another. So, it will be impossible to know that 

someone's legs are crossed without thereby knowing that one's own legs are crossed. 

Looking back at the definition of IEM, we can see that, on this conception of bodily- 

awareness, the proposition that `b is F could not be distinct from the proposition `a is 

F, for there will be only one object with which one is acquainted through bodily- 

awareness. If (based on bodily-awareness) I am in a position to make the singular 

judgement `a is F then, ex hypothesi, either it is based on no identification, or the 

identification upon which it is based is indubitable. This for the reason that it is not 

possible to be aware of and to hold singular beliefs about a body, perceived via bodily- 

awareness, unless that body is one's own. 

Exactly similar remarks can be made for other faculties. For instance, the claim 

that introspection-based mental self-ascriptions are IEM is secured by the, surely 

correct, claim that introspection is necessarily a way of coming to know the contents of 

one's own mind. The claim that memory is necessarily a way of gaining knowledge of 

one's own past secures the claim that memory-based self-ascriptions are IEM. And so 

on. Arguing that a faculty is a single object faculty is a way of arguing that judgements 

based on that faculty are IEM. Nothing more seems to be required. Thus, whether or not 

one thinks that judgements based on a faculty, f, are IEM depends entirely on what one 

takes to be the correct theory off. 

This ties in with the way in which Wittgenstein and Strawson originally 

characterized IEM, as not requiring the application of any criteria of personal identity. 

For, if a faculty is a single object faculty, then coming to know via that faculty that 

someone is F just is coming to know that I am F. There is no need for me to apply any 

criteria of personal identity for me to discover who the person is that I know to be F. 

41 See Campbell, 1999a, pp. 92-3. 
42 As is argued (disregarding some complications) in Martin, 1995. 
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I have been arguing against non-factualism about self-ascriptions. In doing so, I 

have defended the intuitively compelling view that, at least, the central cases of first- 

person thought are self-referential. The phenomena of guaranteed reference, first-person 

authority and immunity to error through misidentification do not tell against self- 

reference. The conceptual connection between self-consciousness and self-reference is 

intact. 
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3. Russell's Principle 

3.1 The Ambiguous Status of Russell's Principle 

The defender of the Body Claim is committed to there being a tight conceptual 

connection between self-consciousness and self-reference. We have seen off one type 

of challenge to this connection. There is, however, another obstacle to be overcome. 
This comes in the form of those accounts of singular thought which adopt, what has 

become known as, Russell's Principle. I shall be arguing against Russell's Principle 

and thereby defending the close connection between self-consciousness and self- 

reference. 
The role played by Russell's Principle in the dialectic of the Body Claim is, 

however, ambiguous in the extreme. On the one hand, acceptance of the principle can 

readily lead one to think that central cases self-consciousness need not involve self- 

reference. In this respect Russell's Principle represents an obstacle to be overcome by 

the defender of the Body Claim. On the other hand, those philosophers who have 

defended the Body Claim, and related views, have often used Russell's Principle as a 

premise in their arguments for the Body Claim! In this respect the rejection of 

Russell's Principle deprives proponents of the Body Claim of one of their greatest 

weapons. In general there has been a failure to appreciate this crucial ambiguity. Once 

we have a clear view of the situation, we begin to understand the rather unusual way 

in which Evans fits in to the picture. For the position occupied by Evans in The 

Varieties of Reference is very naturally thought of as, at the very least, closely allied 

to the Body Claim. Yet, as we shall see in this chapter, Evans' view in fact poses a 

serious threat to the defender of the Body Claim, for Evans's view of singular thought 

entails that self-consciousness need not involve self-reference. This is a direct result 

of the absolutely central importance accorded by Evans to Russell's Principle. In 

chapters four and five we shall see how Russell's Principle has been used to support 

later stages of arguments for the Body Claim. The remainder of this chapter will be to 

defend my claim that Russell's Principle Provides a serious challenge to the defender 

of the Body Claim. This will be carried out through a detailed analysis of Evans' 

account of singular thought. At the end of the chapter, I go on to argue against 

Russell's Principle. 
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3.2 What Russell's Principle Is 

Russell articulated his principle of acquaintance in several places. Here is one, 

Every proposition which we can understand must be composed wholly of constituents with which we 

are acquainted... The chief reason for holding this principle true is that it seems scarcely possible to 

believe that we can make a judgement or entertain a supposition without knowing what it is that we are 

judging or supposing about... It seems to me that the truth of this principle is evident as soon as the 

principle is understood (Russell, 1910-11, pp. 159-160). 

Acquaintance is an epistemic notion; being acquainted with an object involves having 

a certain kind of knowledge of it. This knowledge is `knowing which object it is that 

one is thinking about'. In line with his epistemological views, Russell himself thought 

that the only items with which we are acquainted in the requisite way were sense data, 

universals, our own mental states and, possibly, ourselves. Understood as involving 

these epistemological limitations, the principle of acquaintance has little to 

recommend it'. It follows from Russell's official position that either the proposition 

that London is the capital of England can be analysed into a proposition making 

reference only to sense data etc. or that it cannot be understood. 

But it seems reasonable to think that the heart of the principle of acquaintance 

can be divorced from Russell's own epistemological strictures. This is the strategy 

adopted by Evans. Evans claims that to be in a position to entertain a singular thought 

about a one must know which thing a is, but he thinks that one can have this kind of 

knowledge about, amongst other things, everyday physical objects. The kind of 

knowledge that Evans believes is required for one to know which object one is 

thinking about is, what he calls, `discriminating knowledge'. Evans calls his version 

of the principle of acquaintance `Russell's Principle' and I shall follow him in this. He 

writes, 

a subject cannot make a judgement about something unless he knows which object his judgement is 

about ... the knowledge which it [Russell's Principle] requires is what might be called discriminating 

knowledge: the subject must have the capacity to distinguish the object of his judgement from all other 

things. (Evans, 1982, p. 89) 

' See, for example, Sainsbury, 1979, pp. 26-41, who argues against Russell's position. 
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